PRAGMATISM

becomes illusory; for if the conclusion inferred is
already contained in the premisses, what sense is
there in the purely verbal process of drawing it
out?

(d) Most glaringly inadequate of all, however, is
the Formal doctrine of 'Proof contained in its
theory of the Syllogism. A Formal or verbal syllo-
gism depends essentially on the ability of its Middle
Term to connect the terms in its conclusion. If,
however, the Middle Term has not the same meaning
in the two premisses, the syllogism breaks in two,
and no * valid' conclusion can be reached. Now,
whether in fact any particular Middle Term bears
the same meaning in any actual reasoning Formal
Logic has debarred itself from inquiring, by deciding
that actual meaning was ' psychological.' It has
to be content, therefore, with an identity in the
ivord employed for its Middle, But this evidence
may always fail; for when two premisses which are
(in general) ' true' are brought together for the
purpose of drawing a particular conclusion, a
glaring falsehood may result. E.g., it would in
general be granted that 'iron sinks in water,' yet
it does not follow that because * this ship is iron'
it will' sink in water,5 Hence syllogistic ' proof'
seems quite devoid of the 'cogency' it claimed.
After a conclusion has been < demonstrated ' it has
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